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Dear Gary, 

Glad to get your ll/l7. I reply while awaiting a call from a southern contact who 
has interviewed Bringuier on tape for me. He is in DC and is checking bus schedules on 
getting here today, so I can hear and dub the tape. You have copies of some of my cor- 
respondence with him as "Jim"* 

Before I get into responding, you might also tell Crosby, if he is interested, that 
behind the firing of the 0E0 Washington lawyers lurk some of the same strange characters 
in whom we are interested in bo/th K assassinations, some of your Hargis pals* like Brin* 
and others, who were honored by the Nixon-Agnew people for their help in the campaign 
(at a meeting at international House), and who were active in the campaign of the guy 
who brought it off, Toledano. I have written a N.O. lawyer involved!, and 1 can*t remember 
the name of the, witness, but he happens to be, I think, the lawyer a guy who saw the 
Oswald bust asked to help Oswald if he needed it 0 I’d have to go thru the entire lit 
file to get his name* 

Nichols: I gather, though you do not say so, that what is pendung is decision on 
the government’s motion to dismiss* I do not thinfe a decision in favor of John would 
end the possibilities of stalling* Although I have deep fears for John’s approach, I 
would welcome such a hearing if I could get a transcript of it. I fear he is doomed to 
failure, which I regret. You know the work I went to to salvage his first case* 

0 oher things not directly related to it convince me of Fisher’s importance and I 
believe he and y EardLley pulled what you know of. 0f course, if I get my panel suit into 
court (and the chief reason the attempt hasn't been made is Bud), this can be inquired 
into, and I plan that. I intend Fisher to be my chief w±to±± witness, almost all my 
witnesses to be a legal mindblower, unfriendlies. 

I don't think you ever gave me those memos on Crafard, and I'd like very much to have 
them. In fact, /you also never sent me that woman’s second Crafard treatise. I did get 
the first one*/ 

t 
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You should by now have gotten a check and a letter- of thanks on the Jacobs sketch* 

A good, clear/ copy was received* 

Paul: you should have gotten my letter in which I also express concern about some of 
my approach to Paul. I frankly do not know what is right* I do not consider his "selling 
out" a lilelihood, and I have to accept his assurances that he is not under A's pressure 
and hasn't been. So, the most logical expiration is yours, that he is ill. Under these 
circumstances, and sharp as he is, fear that if I am out of character it would be wrong* 

I have been seeking to get him to do what nobody seems to have done, defend his work, not 
criticize and evdae the criticism of it* I took up the Tague hit, I took up his incredible 
position on 399, I confronted him before he did his paper with consulting with Bemabei, I 
told him before he did anything on paper that he should know of the recent discoveries in 
Z. , all these and other things. So, I think, aside from trying to alert him to what he is 
doing to himself, I think, oerhaps wrongly, that the best approach is to make him face 
his won work as he has that of the Commission, to do what he has not done, begin at the 
beginning and prove, step by step, that it is valid. If this confronts him with a crisis 
he cannot handle, than I have done wrong* If he faces it and finds it does not hold up, 
then I have done right* If he evades, I do not know whath it means. I do not think the 
question is as you put itm that he intends publication. I think this involves A's intentions 
and whether or not Paul can influence them 0 How he could be so inconsistent with his own 
work and character still baffles me, for I have never seen anything as unlikely as Paul's 
having had anythingnto do with this, from the outset'* for that is work that would disgrace 
an intelligent teenager. You evade when you say you are concerned that his thinking be 
clear and straight, for we have the evidence that it isn’t when he knows better* We are 
past that. We know he has done this things that is neitjher clear nor straight. Thus I have 
undertaken to bring him face to face with that* I do no/t think that whatever problems he 
may have would have made him this sloppy, this unscientific. He’d be out of school if 
that were the case. You refer to his replies and the ti^ne they take* I note that he has 
not really replied to any of my criticisms. 
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He did little more than defend himself (evasively but with technical accuracy) sdaa 
against my crack about his concern for my ulcer and deny A's influence. He h„s not even 
sent me copies of what he sent others* except the one thing to you, I did not read past 
the first page of his revision, but in soeaking to Howard Sunday I learned one thing in it 
Shat does give me concern. He has been holding things back on me even when they relate 
to my earlier discoveries, shared with him, I &ave him the Harper stuff in 1966, He knows 
or should xms remember tfcathey told me this was all, and all the time when he went further 
he had their reporting that is contrary to what they told me, that they had the pix and 
they are withheld. They also denied to Howard that they had them. This, too, is unlike PH, 
I'll have to try and find time to read the rest of that. And I'll write him and ask for 
copies of the correspondence and permission to use. You know also that he know that I used 
this in PM and was silent. 


If you think my approach is wrong, please tell me how. The others of you can keep 
after him on points of the evidence. I want him to justify the entire thing, beginning 
with whether or not it could be a valid comparison, a valid stidy, whether any xhx±x 
conclusions can be drawn from it. Here also I note that although others seem to have missed 
it, he lied on the first page of the revision. He did have contrary results right off the bat 
and he did fish around to circumvent them/ 

I think you are wrong in believing he had done no theorizing. I think itwowilid be more 
accurate to say he has not committed any theorizing to paper. He is, as you say, an 
inordinately efficient worker. 

On the discussion of questions: he has raised none that are capable of answer or 
worthy of it from his work. Anybody can dream up or contrive anything and say answer this, 
but he has come up with nothing not already fairly well exhausted and nothing that lends 
any credibility to the official version of these points 0 What's to discuss? Rather, you 
are talking about hunoring him by pretending that he has raised valid questions when he 
hasn't. Those that had this superficial appearance have, to the best of my knowledge, all 
be eliminated by what he has been sent. 


So, it is not simple, and, I think, not as simple as you make it seem. I do not hide 
my perplexity. ‘-I'm airmailing this because if you think other than I do about the vigor 
with which I am sometimes writing him, please explain the error, in terms of your discipline. 
I fear he'll wonder if I am out of character. My question is, can this hurt him? Is it 
wrong to get him to defend his work (or to try to get him to) rather than to try and fend 
off criticism of it? I am asking the norm, no more. Can it hurt him if he does face what 


he has done? Is this not^ in fact, the best approach, if he 
professional help (which 1 I think hhere is little likelihood 
As I told you, I've attempted to enlist others to just chat 
if they can loam anything. 


can help 
he would 
with him 


himself without 
seek voluntarily), 
extensively and see 


Gotta get to others; j things. 


